Final Proposal Review Rubric – Noncredit Microcredentials
	
	1 — Unsatisfactory
	2 — Needs Improvement
	3 — Satisfactory
	4 — Good
	5 — Excellent

	Curricular Innovation and Academic Excellence
	Does not establish a credible educational design, relevant learning outcomes, assessment approach, or feasible development plan.
	Curriculum, competencies, assessment, delivery choices, or innovation remain insufficiently developed; important feasibility concerns persist.
	Presents a sound educational concept with generally appropriate competencies and delivery; some assessment, access, innovation, or development details need further attention.
	Presents a strong, thoughtful curriculum with relevant competencies, appropriate assessments, and well-supported instructional and delivery choices; remaining refinements are minor.
	Presents a highly coherent, distinctive, learner-centered program with measurable skills, convincing assessment strategies, and a well-justified delivery model.

	Alignment with K-State Strategic Priorities
	Does not demonstrate meaningful alignment with the required K-State strategic priorities.
	Offers only partial or vague alignment; substantive links to one or both plans are inadequately supported.
	Identifies reasonable alignment with both plans, although benefits or implementation connections are somewhat general.
	Demonstrates clear alignment with both plans and explains plausible, concrete contributions to strategic priorities.
	Demonstrates a compelling and specific alignment with both plans, with clear activities and outcomes that substantially advance identified priorities.

	Anticipated Return on Investment for K-State
	Does not demonstrate a realistic or meaningful return relative to the proposed investment.
	Benefits, projected reach, or investment assumptions are vague or weakly supported; value is uncertain.
	Describes plausible value and reasonable use of funding, but assumptions or measurable outcomes require development.
	Demonstrates strong potential return and well-supported assumptions about learner reach, benefits, and investment.
	Offers a compelling, evidence-informed case for significant institutional value with credible enrollment/revenue or mission-impact assumptions, clear measures, and an efficient use of AIF funding.

	Learner, Workforce, or Societal Need
Weight: 2× (Double-weighted in final scoring)
	Does not establish a convincing learner, workforce, or societal need; evidence is absent, substantially unsupported, or not meaningfully connected to the credential.
	Identifies a possible need, but evidence is limited, inconsistently interpreted, or poorly connected to the credential; important demand questions remain unanswered.
	Identifies a reasonable need with supporting market research or other relevant evidence. The interpretation or connection between findings, learner audience, and proposed program could be stronger.
	Establishes a clear and important need, supported by relevant market research and other appropriate evidence, with a strong connection to the proposed credential and only minor gaps.
	Demonstrates a compelling, research-supported need connecting learners, workforce or societal demand, and the proposed microcredential. Addresses limitations or conflicting evidence thoughtfully.

	External Partner Contribution
	Provides no credible partner contribution or meaningful plan to secure relevant engagement.
	Partner engagement or proposed contributions are vague, weakly supported, or unlikely to provide meaningful benefit.
	Identifies suitable partners and reasonable expected contributions, but some commitments, roles, or recruitment impacts remain developing.
	Identifies engaged, relevant partners with clear and meaningful contributions and credible plans for continued collaboration.
	Presents strong, well-documented partner engagement with specific, substantial contributions integral to curriculum relevance, learner recruitment or pipeline, implementation, and ongoing success.

	Long-Term Sustainability
Weight: 1.5× (Weighted at 1.5 times the assigned score in final scoring)
	Provides little or no realistic plan to sustain the program or deliver a registration-ready microcredential within one year.
	Offers general ideas for sustainability or implementation without sufficient evidence, resources, ownership, or confidence in the one-year expectation.
	Presents a reasonable sustainability and implementation path, but some resource assumptions, milestones, or responsibilities need development.
	Presents a well-developed plan addressing ongoing resources, delivery responsibilities, recruitment, and a feasible one-year implementation schedule.
	Presents an exceptionally credible financial and operational sustainability plan, clear ownership and risk management, and a detailed, feasible path to registration availability within one year.



